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Dramatic changes in school calendars create the need f. or compensating 
changes in routines of family and community life.^ For schools undertaking 
year-round programs the extent »to which families and communities are willing 
and able to make necessary adjustments certainly bears on the Educational 
programs. Therefore well conceived efforts to e^lu^te ^:he effectiveness 
of year-round school must consider the impact of the change on families 
involved in the program and the responses of families to these programs. 
An assessment of parent attitudes toward and information about year-round 
school is clearly a legitimate area of Concern in the overall evaluation 
design<>for the Virginia Beach 45-15 pilot program. It was for the purpose 
of developing a systematic evaluation of the impact of year-round school on 
the attitude of parents that the data reported herein were collected. The 
overall design of the- research was detailed in a proposal submitted ko the 
Virginia Beach Schools. Furthet -comment on this design as well as a detailed 
research report will be presented to the Virginia Be£ch ^schools it a future 
date (November, 1974). 

The report presented heri is the secoijd interim report submitted to 
the Virginia Beach City Public Schools by Schlechty Associates . The first 
report was submitted April 1», 1973, and centered on an assessment of 
parent information about the 45-15 pilot program. The present report is 

x , ■ 

concerned with data related 'to parent attitudes toward, the 45-15 pilot 
program, as well as some assessment concerning parents 1 responses to the 
changes they perceive to be required of r them in order to accommodate the 



45-15 pilot program. 
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The April 1, 1973, report and the present report are based on datay 

developed from parent respcmses to a questionnaire administered by Schjlechty 

Associates around March 1, 1973. * Tfc£se data will serve as baseline 

information in a long run effort to evaluate the impact of the 45-15 pilot' 

program. At the present time the data have been prepared in a way that - 

■ * 
provide concerned parties with a description of these responses. The reader 

f 

is cautioned, however, that at this point it would be unwise to move much 
beyond description. Explanatory statement's will necessarily be postponed 
utf^il th^> final phase of the study is completed. , 

In the final phase of this study a' second questionnaire will be 
administered. It' will then be possible to begin to make some inferences 
about the effects of the 45-15 pilot program on parent attitudes as .well as 
make some assessment about parents 1 respori&es to the changes the program 
necessitates. The data to be presented represents an accurate picture 
of parent responses to our questions at the time the "questionnaire was 
administered but in no way represents \he findings or conclusions of 
Schlechty Associates concerning the impact of the 45-15 pilot program on 

the attitudes of parents. Whether these same responses would be obtained 

1 / i 

today is a question that cannot be Answered. a In the long run these data 
along with other data to b<* collected may serve as a basis upon which policy 
related assessments pan be' made, but at present policy makers should use the 
data with considerable caution. 

-- • • <r 

1 * T 

Details concerning the construction arid administration of the question 
naire were reported in the initial report (April 1, 1973). The interested 
reader is referred to this document. The onLy point that should be added 
is that the attitude and opinion portion of the questionnaire were submitted 
to the same procedures as was the information section with the exceptipn 
that the unique characteristics of attitude type questions make reliability 
estimates irrelevant to report. ^ * 



THE -SAMPLE 



The orignial sample for this study'was to include one-*thousa\id parents, 

eight hundred parents from the four pilot schools Holland, Plaza, Windsor 

- »* * 

Woods, -Windsor Oaks and twd hundred parents from- two* comparison schools 

Brookwood jnd Lynnhaven. This Sample size (approximately^ per Cent) is 

sufficiently; large to yield highly reliable results and well exceeds the 

lower limits of sample size generally accepted in survey research. 

In conversations with- buildiftg principals it became clear that - research 

considerations are not the only considerations appropriate to an undertaking 

or this Ty£e. The layman's understanding of sampling procedures and a general 

distrust of findings concerning a population's attitudes when everyone is 

» . ~* 

npt "asked" raised questions* concerning the public credibility of any % 

V I \ 
findings .(particularly in the pilot schools) based on anything less than a 

total universe of the population.. Therefore Schlechty Associates agreed 

to send questionnaires to \very parent in the pilot schools, although the 

decision f|o select a scientifically drawn sample in the comparison schools 

^ k 

was maintained,. This resulted In a total. N of 2008 in the pilot schodjLs 
and 205 in the comparison schools. The return rate was quite high in both 
the' pilot Jschcfols and the comparison schools. 2 * 

It seems cle,ar tha t ' the parents in , both the pilot and comparison schools 

it 

were highly mot^ivatecK-to complete the questionnaire. In part this motivation 
may resalt* from the inherent interest parents have in the topic, in part 
it may result!* from, the fact that the distribution and follow-up system 
permitted the use of established school -channels,* 3 and part of the re/ponse 

- • v ' * 

2 See TABLE I. $ 

* * 

3 See APPENDIX A for a description of the distribution system. 
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might be due to the general community knowledge concerning the completion 
of tedious forms. * (The majority of the parents are employed in governmertt 
related activities.) But certainly a good portion of the response can be 
taken as a reflection of the degree to which parents in the Virginia Beach 
schools (at least those involved in this study) feel a positive committment* 
to the education of their children and as indication of their willingness to 
take time out, of busy schedules to provide the school wit^ needed assistance. ^ 
A dramatic drop in the return fate of questionnaires in the next administration 
of the questionnaire would necessarily need to be considered as a ppssible 
' indicator of the'efTfect of a shift in parent attitudes and £houl4 be 
carefully monitored. 

. POPULTAION CHARACTERISTICS 

As Table 2 indicates the populations in the' comparison schools and 
the pilot schools are generally quite comparable, at least in -terms-pf 
those variables the investigators assumed might bear on responses. 
Specifically, it was assumed 6a t the unique problems transfers might create 
for military families might make the fa ther 1 s # occupa tion a potentially 
significant variable. As c^an be seen from T^ble 2 the populations of 
all schools are generally quite similar in occupational make up, although 
there is enough variation that there may be need to contr-etS^or this 
variable in the final analysis of data. 

It was also assumed that working pothers confront unique problems when 
facing the prospect of year-round school, so this^was a variable that neetied 
to be dealt. with and/or accounted for. - As can be seen from Table 2 the 
school populations are roughly similar ip this dimension also, although the 
final evaluation -must contain treatments th#t deal with this variable. 
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Finally, it was felt that parents with /children not in school, or with 
children in schools not on a year-round cycle might view the 45-15 pilot program 
differently. Therefore some effort .was expended to, determine the degree to 
which the populations were comparable on this dimension. As can be seen from 
Table 2 the schools are quite comparable. 

All of the foregoing is by way of saying that while there are minor n 
variations between and among school populations most of these variations 
seem to be sufficiently slight to judge that the pilot schools and the 
comparison schools are quite comparable. Furthermore, given -present samples* 
and populations and assuming that no dramatic population shafts occur over 
the next year it seems fair to say that any variations that do develop 
between and among populations will prob£^>l.y be due to some factor other than 
a unique characteristic of the school population, e.g\, an effect of the 
45- 15 pilot program. 

PRESENTATION 6f DATA 

The data to be presented can be broken into four general categories. 

(1) Data bearing on parents 1 attitudes toward school in general and the 

45-15 pilot program in particular, (2) t Data related to the parents 1 

perception of the impact of the 45-15 pilot program on their lives and the 

l$ves of others, (3) Data. related to the degree to which parents agree 

with or accept the drift £nd thrust of official policy statements about 

% • 

the 45-15 pilot program, (4) General indicators of parent concern and response.. 

\ 

PARENT ATTITUDES • * ■ 



- One of the most impressive findlr\gs is the decree' to which the parents 
in the study's population ievidenced positive attitudes and' evaluations of^ 

> . 

\. 10 



the schools 'their children are now attending. In' a pime when schools in 
general are being criticized one would anticipate a significant residue 
of hostile feelings toward schools and schooling in almost any -community, 
.yet the parents in this study we're almost unanimously positive toward their 
present experience with schools in Virginia Beach. (See Table 3) This 
speaks well for the schools, but it als6 suggests that significant deteriora 
4 tions in this attitude" should be taken as a strong indicator of programmatic 
effects. Especially would this be the case if deterioration of attitude 
were to occur In 'the pilot schools but not in the comparison schools. 
On the other hand one should not anticipate a significant improvement in 
parent attitude toward school as a "result of the 45-15 program, as there 
is little room for dramatic 'improvement 

As might be expected , there is a high correlation between parent" • ' 
attitudes toward year : round school in general and the Virginia Beach pilot 
program in particular (See Tables 4 and 5). "But what is more interesting, 
is the degree to which the populations, in the pilot schools and the control 
schools differ with regard to expressed altitudes toward both' the^general . 
concept of year-round 'school and the 45-15 pilot program (Chi square test ... 

_ I ' c 

of significance was run as a matter of curiosity and the differences were 

v o c 

found to be significant at the .01 level). Whether these differences are 
due to some unique characteristics in the populations or due to some effect 

f committment to ,*the program cannot be determined, but the baseline data 
are\ufficiently clear that there will be a solid base for future comparisons 



The reader will note' some variations from -school to school which 
may be significant bu-t this^ determination cannot be made at present. 
In the future, however, the investigators will be alert to possible shifts 
between schools as\well as within schools. • ■ 
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TABLE 3 Parents 1 Evaluations of the 

- Virginia Beach Schools Which^heir 
Children are now Attending fey Per Cent. 
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Positive Attitude* 
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TABLE 4 — Per Cent Responses to the " " 
statement: "If you were to characterize t I 
your attitude toward the general idea of V* 
year around , school , which word most accurately 
reflects your attitu(^e. M - * 

Note on this table and all /tables which *fdllow 
this one (except Table 5) data. are presented 
categorized by school and .by "response, concerning " 
characterization of attitude toward 45-15- Pilot 
^Program. ' See .Table 5 for precise^per cents of 
ree^&ndents who characterized their attitude toward 
-the? 45-15 .Pilot Program as positive , N negative and 
undecided. ■ ^ «~ * ->V 
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School 


Positive 


Negative 


Undecided 


,(1) Brookwood 


18.6 


45.4 


36.1 


• v 

(2) Lynnhaven v 


21.5 


43.0 


35.5 


<3) Holland, - I 


-31.3 


34.3 


t 

34.3 ' 


V 

(4) ■ Plaza ** 


29.7 

• 


34.9 . 


35A; : 


(5) Windsqr Woods 


30.0 


34.1 


35:9 


(6) Windsor Oaks 


33.2 ■ 

4 


28.8 


38.p 


All Pilot Schools ' ' 
(3 # 4, 5, 4-6) 


31.1 


33.0 


35.9 



TABLE 5 Statement tx> which response was 
given: "If you were to characterize "your 
attitude toward the Virginia Beach 45-15' 
pilot program, which word most. accurately 
reflects .your attitude." , . 



Data presented by per cent responding in/ 
each category • , / 
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In-general the data seems" to warrant thr^e assertions/ (1) Parents 
in both, the pilot and control schools *r<e ^epi^ally quite positive* toward, 
the Virginia Beach School .Programs. # (2),:#rents in the pilot schools 
have nofc rejected the 45-15 pilot ;progranv Although, there is a great deal . 
of uncertainty which may very Veil crysta'lizfc Qne way or the other over 
the next year. (3) It is reasonable . to speculate that the attitudes of 
parents in the pilot schools is quit? flexible, although the pilot school' ■ 
parents are generally much more, positive 'and' much less, negative toward the 
45-15 pilot program than are parents in, the comparison schools. 

' *' '\ : .V • : • ■ ' 

'•. IMPACT OF THE 45-,15 PILOT PROG* 

\ ' 

* . '.*-",' '.-5 

Parents were asked to respond \o-.a." vayie A tfAstatements djesfgned to ', 
provide an opportunity for 'them to indicate th&r perceptions of the imba'et "« 

• of the 45-15 pilbf, program on'trKei : r lives,, the Mves~of their children and 

r ' the life of the" fibmriumifcy. s^The statements or questions along with a detailed 

* r *•*.;* \ * tN * 

break. {dov^.j't by^er.tent^-- are presented in Tables 6 through 17. * ' 

, In general there 'is\ little variatiorf between and-among schools alt ^^8 h 

9 some 6f thie variations are. probably statistically significant. (Statistical 

significance fta*^ ncrt been, Veporfetf -here for the simple reason that such" 

: . : ' . / 4 ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ X X * 1 ' " - 

information 'irrfeleyant at this time> v In the fjtoal report ^where comparisons 
are legitimate anH called for, careful attention will be given to statis-tic^l 

' : >\ / '././L ■ , ■ ^ • . \ x \ N .\ - s ; • 

* analysis andj : df tailed data will be reported.) tit\at i s m ore important is x £he 



systematic differences that appear between" those who' have indicated th^y are 

positive tdward the program and those^who >ave indicated they are negative. v 

J ■ ' ' .* 1 *. ; / 4 - 

..^tich differences, are to be expected; £ut once again^the differences a^ 

f - x \ \ + -i - " ' * ' ' ' * ' 

^ sufficiently, iiada tie that any shift^ which take place aver the next year 

^hbuld be .ea'sify detected and should^ allow the possibility of making some 
"U\ ; / t < , ,^ J ; 

fttell grounded ^sta.tera^nts concerning /prqgram effects. , * Jt.- 

• .0 • , -» • ' • - * ■ * 
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Strongly 
Agree 


Mildly 
Agree 


Undecided 


Mildly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


£1) Brookwood 


53.2 


35.1 


7.4 


2.-1-, 


2.1 


(2) Lynohaven 


44.4' 


41.1 


8.9 


5.6 




(3) Holland 


47.0 


39.5 


4.5 


5.0 


3,9 


(4) Plaza 


51.5 


36.2 


5.9 


3.2 


3.2 


(5) Windsor Woods ' , 


45.3 


38.9 


7.6 


3.7 


4.6 


X6) Windsor Oaks 


46.4 


41.8 


5.0 


2.8' 


4.0 


All Pilot Schools 1 
(3,4,5, & 6) 


47.5 


39.2 


•5.6 


3.7 


3.9 


Positive - * 


21.*1 


57.4 


7.4" 


'• 7.4- 


6.6 


Negative 


81.1 


13.1 


. 1.4 


.8 


3.6 


Undecided 


39.7 


47.2 


*8.0 


3.2 


1-9, 



TABLE $ — _ Statement to which response was given: 

"The 45-15 program will cause some disruptions in family 

routine. " 

Data presented by per cent responding in each category. 



16 



* ' 1 14 

N 





• * 

( ' ' 


Strongly 
Agree 


'Mildly] '. 
Agree . 


•a 

T3 
•H 

•8 

" C \ 


Mildly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


: ■ 

(1) Brookwood 


5.4 


8.7 


58.7 


9.8 


17.4 




(2) Lynnhaven 


7.7 


9.9 


-51.6 


9.9 

> 


20.9 




(3). Holland 


9.0 


13.2* 


441.9 

* » 


12:3 


20.7 




(4) Plaza 


5.8 


14.1 


51:4 


10.9 


17.8' 




-fS} Windsor Woods 


8.8 


12.9 


50.5 


7.8 


2.0.0 


- 


^(6) Windsor Oaks 


6.7 


13.4 


53*0' 


8.9 


i8.0 


ATTITUDE 


All Pilot Schools 
(3,4,5, & 6) 


7.6 


13.4 


49'. 7 


10.1 


19.2 


, k ^ 
Positive * , 

- — ■ — ^ — 


' 13.9 


20.5 

z. •.. 


51.2 


7.1 t 

4 


y.3 




Negative - 


3.5 


6.5 


41.7 




36.6 




Undecided 


5.9 


13.3 


55.8 


11.3 


13.8 



Statement to which response was given: 
officials have developed satfsfactory solutions 
robleras this pilot program creates for the 
of military dependents . 11 

sdnted by per cent responding in each category. 
♦ , 

4 

i 

17 



TABLE 7, 
"School 
to the p 
transfer 

Data pre 



ERIC 



15 



SCHOOL 

v 



ATTITUDE 



• 


Strongly 
Agree 


Mildly 
Agree 


Undecided - 


(Mildly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 
1 _ 


(4) Brookwood 


15.8 


14.7 


35.8 


10.5 


23.2 


(2) Lyntihaven 


16.3 


23.9 


28.3 


7.6 


23.9 


(3) Holland 


17.7 


19.7 


27.8 


11.3 


23.5 


. .(4) Plaza' 


19.8 


20.7 


30.1 


11.7 


1 

17.7 


•(5) Windsor Woods 


24.7 


19.2 


28.1 


10.3 


17.8 


(6) Windsor* Oaks 


24.5 


18.9 


23.3 


12.3 


20.9 


. , . - . j 

-All Pilot Schools* * - , 
(3,4,5, & to- 


21. \ 


19.6 


27.2' 


11'. 4 


20.2 


Positive 


47.9 


26.6 


15.7 


5.0 


4.8 


y * - 

r Negative 


5.5 


9.3 


24.0 


14.2 


46.9 


Undecided v ■. ' 


13.0 


22.9 


"40.3 


14.5 


9.3 
) ■ 



TABLE 8 Statement to which response was given: 
"Children will like school as much under the 45-15 
plan as under the traditional calendar. M 



Data presented by per cent responding in each category. 



4 18 



SCHOOL 



ATTITUDE 



■ 


Strongly 
"Agree 


Mildly 
Agree 


Undecided 


Mildly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


(1) Brookwood 


46. r 


17.9 


16.8 


12.6 




(2) Lynnhaven 
» 


v. 

33.7 


34.8 


19.6 

* 


9.8 


2.2 


(3) Holland 


33.6 


20.3 


2 2.1 


13.1 


11.0 


(4) Plaza 


42.1 


,22.2' 


16.2 


12.6 


6.9 


(5) Windsor Woods 


33:6 


22.3 


23.2 


9.9 


11.0 


(6) Windsor Oaks 


31.3 


25.6 


19.0 


12.7 


11.5' 


All Pilot Schools 
(3,4,5, & 6) 


34.9 


22.5 


20.2* 


12.2 


10.2 


Positive . 


11.6 


21.9 


24.5 


22.5 


19.5 


Negative 
* : 


66.3 


15.1 


10.5 


3.8 


*4.3 


Undecided 


26.6 


30.0 


25.3 


10.7 


7.4 



TABLE 9 — Statement t6 which response was given: * 
"The 45-15 pilot program creates unacceptable hardships 
for working mothers,. 11 

Da v ta presented by per cent responding in each, category. 



17 



SCHOOL 



«5 



ATTITUDE 



/ 

- . • / 


Strongly * 
Agree 


Mildfy 
Agree ■ • 


h 

Undecided • 


0) 
0) 

^> 

r-t 00 

*o fd 

»H ^ 

* Q 


Strongly 
Disagree 


(1) Brookwood 

- / 


17.0 


22.3 


^3. 4. 


18.1 


19.1 


/ 

(2) Lynnhaven 


^20.7 


9 

34.8 


12.0 


— * — — 

, 12.0 


20.7 


(3) Holland 


29.5 


24.8 


18.2 


10:8" 


16.7 


(4). Plaza 


24.3 


.26.1 


22.7 


13/5 


13.5 


(5) V?indsor Woods 


28.4 


-V- 

24.3 


21.8 


10.8 


14.7 


(6) Windsor _Oaks 


32.5 


23.8 


16.1 


13.7 


13.9 


All Pilot Schools 
(3,4,5, & 6) 


|28.8 


. 24.7 


19,5 


' 12.2 


14.-8. 


Positive 

* 


53.3 


25.0 


11.6 


6.3 


•3.8 


* Negative 


11.2 


20.7 


19,3 


16.4 


32.4 


Undecided " . 


23.5 


<28.2 


26.6 


13.4- 


8.3 



TABLE 10 ^Statement to which response was given: 
"For the most part the 45-15 plan will not eliminate 
traditional community activities like little league, 
Recreation, and Boy Scouts/ 1 



Data presented by per corresponding in each category. 



20 



4* 



'18 



V 



> 

SCHOOL 



ATTITUDE 



« 

* \ ' x 

' t 

\ 


Strongly 
Agree 


Mildly 
Agree 


.0) 

O 
•« 
T3 
C 


Mildly 
Disagree 


Stron&ly 
Disagree 


(1). Brookwood 




19.1 


20.2 


17.0 


•35.1 


(2) Lynnhaven 


5.5 


19.8 


23.1 


15.4 


36.3 


(3) Holland * « • 


11-9 


20.7 


22.3 


17.1 


27.9 


(4-) Plaza 


9.2 


18.6 


23.6 


16.7 ' 


31.9 


» " * 

(5 ) Wind sor -Wood 8 


11.0 


18.6 


24.3* 


17.9 


28,2 


- v 

(6) Windsor Oaks 


-12.7 


18.3 


21.4 

1 


18, 5. 


29.0* 


All Pilot' Schools 
(3,4,5, & 6). ^ ; 


11.3' 

r 


19.1, 


22.8 


17.6 


29.2 


Positive *' 


26.3 


34.0 


18.3 


13 -. 7 


7.7 * 


Negative " 1 v 


3-2-' 












12.6 


16.0 


63.5 


Undecided a «. 


5.4 


19.2 


36.4 


22.6 


16.4 



TABLE .11 r - Statement to which response was given: 
"The pptentlal of the '45-15 .program justifies any 
inconvenien^ it may cause to parents or children/ 1 

Data presented by. per cent responding in each category. 



ERIC 



21 



7 



19 



4 



SCHOOL 



4 

i 


00 

V to 

CO < * 


Mildly 
Agree 


Undecided 


Mildly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


(1) Brookwood 


34.7, 


,16.8 


20.0 


10.5' 


17*9 


(2) Lynnhaven.^ 




29.3 


10.9 


-7 1 

10.9 


12.0 


(3) Holland . ' , 


.43.-5 


£2.2 


19.7 


5-7 


8.8 


(4) Plaza - 

r* 


38:4 


22.3 


^21. 8 


7..0 


10.5 


(5) Windsor Woods 


44.3. 


23.35 


/ 

20.3 




8.9 


■ » t 

(6) Windsor J0a£3y<^' o 


4Q.8 


22,7 


20.7 


6.4 


9.4 


All PjJrtf't Schools,' 


41.8 


.22.6 


20.6* 


5,. 6 


9.4 


* ^Positive y e- 


72.8 


,17.7 


6.8 




.1.5 


Negative'- ^, 


W 


21-5 


27.7 


10.2 


2*3.2 


Undecided 


37.2 


28.0 


26.. 1 


• 5.2 
. - ' A 


3.5 



TABLE 12 — Statement to which response was given: * ~ 
"Children will learn as muc^'- under the 45-^5. plan as ->^- 
under the traditional calendar 



Data presented by per cent -responding in each category. 



r 



A 



ERIC 



22. 



7 

L 



20 



c ■ .. 



SCHOOL 



attitude 



» > 

1 


Strongly 
Agree 


Mildly 
Agree 


Undecided 


Mildly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


(1) Brookwood 


3.2 


8.6 




30.1 


49.5 


(2) Lynnhaven 


5.6 


18.9 


n.i 


23.3 


.41.1 


(3'\ Holland 


8.8 


13.5 


10.5 


24.9 


42.3 


(4) Plaza 


4.6 


15.9 


14.1 


22.9 


42.5 


(5) Windsor Woods y* 


10.8 


11.9 


12.8 


25.7 


32. 8 


(6) Windsor Oaks 


7.4 


16-. 9 


10.'7 


26.0 


39.0 


All Pilot Srhnnl a 

.(3,4,5, & 6) 


8.0 ' 


14.6 


41.9 


24.9 


40,7 


Positive 


14.2 


27.3 


14.2 


27.3 


16.9 


• Negative 


4.3 


3.5 


4.4 


f3.8 


74.0 


>* 

Undecided 


5.8 


13.6 


16.6- 


32.9 


31.0 



TABLE 13 — Statement to which response was givenc \ 
The 45-15 program will have little significant inW 



sigpij 

on the lives of parents or students. 11 



pact 



\ 



DatajrejejLted.by_per_c_ent responding in each category 



t 

23 



/ 



21 



i I 



School 


Somewhat 

A Great 
De^l 

i 


Not At 
All 


I (I) Brookwood 


34.4 38.7 


26.9 


1 (2) Lynnhaven 


34. 4» 31.2 


34.4 


(3) Hblland 


35.0 41.1 


23.9 


1(4) Plaza 


31.1 39.9 


29.0 - 


(5) Windsor Woods'* 


27.0 40.5 


32,-5 


No) Windsor Oaks 


t I 

32.9 40.9 


26.1 - 


jAll Pilot Schools 
|(3, 4, 5, & 6) 


31.8 40.6 


27.6 


Positive Attitude 


™ H 

'8.1 36.2 


55.7 1 


1 * 

{Negative Attitude 


54.2 29.5 


6.2 


Undecided ; 

1 . . * 


22.5 54.8 : 


>2.7 


i 





TABLE 14-- Question to which response* was given: 
''How will the 45-15 pilot program affect your 
family vacation? 11 

Data presented by per cent responding in each 
category. ^ 



9 

ERIC 



9 I 



22 



SCHOOL 



ATTITUDE 



* ♦ 

# 


•Y 

p 

S 


u 


J 

D 

i 


(1) Brookwood 


27.1 


52.1 


20.8 


(2) Lynnhaven 


27.2 


52.2 


20.7 


(3) Holland 


39.5 


"41:7 


18.8 


(4) Plaza 


36.4 


43.8 


19.8 


(5) Windsor Woods 


27.9 


55.6 


r— j 

16.5 


j 

(6) l/indsor Oakn 

* — x — ^4 — 


31.2 


52.8 


16.0 


All Pflcft Schools 
(3,4,5, & 6) 


34.1 


48.2 
w , t 


17.8 


l 

Positive 


' 14.3 


72.8 


12.9 


Negative 


57.8 


24.1 


18.1 


Undecided" 


29.4 


48.8 


21.8 



TABLE 15 Question to which '"response was given: 
ir Will the 45-15 pilot pro gra m cause a significant 
change in your household budget for items such 
as babysitting, clothing, food and^ spending? 21 

Data presented by per cent responding In each 
category. , " 



\ I. 



9 

ERIC 



25 



SCHOOL 



ATTITUDE 



" • ' 


•Y • 

E 

S 


- N 
0 


IT 

- I 

■ 1 

IS 


(1) Brookwood 


2.1 
-4 


78.1* 


19.8 


(2) Lynnhaven 


2.2 


71,. 1 


26.7 


v 

(3) Holland < * 


8L.2 


3,9 '5- 


9.4 


(4) Plaza 


1.3 


89.5. 


9.2 


(5) Windsor Woods 


3.4 


8§.6 


^_ 

7.0 


I 

(6) l/indso^Neaks 


38.4 


57.8 


3.8 


All Pilot Schools 
(3/4,5, & 6) 


19.9 


72.7 


7.4' 


Positive 


16.6 


78.5 


4.9 


Negative 0 % ' 


22.8 


66.8 


10.5" 


Undecided 


S2^0.3 


73.0 


6.7 



-TABLE 16 Question to. which response wds givefi: 
"Will your child (children) be assigned to a " 
diiferent school building next year as a Result 
of the 45-15 pilot program?' 1 

Data presented by per cent responding in each 
category. 



26 



School 



attitude 



* 0 

•J ' • 


Strongly 
Agree 

• 


Mildly i 
Agree 


Undecided 


Mildly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


(1) . Brooltwood 


33.3 


19.8 


13.5 


22.9 


10.4 


(2)* Lynnhaven 


25.3 


4 

23.1 


22.0 


22.0 


7.7 


(3) Holland 


26.0 


19.4 


15.6 


25.4 


13.6 


(4) Plaza 


26.1 


20.0 


16.7 


23.9 


13.3 


(5)^ tfindsor^faoods 
* ** 


24.6 


18.2 


17.0 


22.1 


.18.2 


C6) Windsor Oaks 


21.7 


19% 9 


16.5 

* 


24.9 


17.1 


All Pilot School's 
(3,4,5, & 6)' • 


24.6 


19.4 


16.4 


24.2 


15.5 


m ^ ■ 

Positive 

■ 


•2.6 


6.6 


9.2 


43.5 


38-. 1 


> 

Negative 


65.6 


19.9 

• * 


6.2. 


5.1 


3,3 


Undecided 
* 


6.3 


30.1 


32.2 


•24.7 


6.7. 



TABLE 17 — Statement to which response was given: 
"The 45-15 program will cause too much disruption to 
routines of family and community life to justify the 
, 4 pilot program. 11 



Data presertted by per cent 'responding in each category. 



27 



- .25 

» . * ■ 

There does seem to be a tendency on the part of some positive parents 

to minimize what might be negative factors, sometimes to the point of,jiear 

( 

distortion, (See. fqr example Tables 6 and 13), A question to be answered 
is "to what extent do any shifts in attitudes from positive to negative oft/ 
negative to positive seem to correlate with the development oT more accurate 
perceptions of the program? 11 * * ' * "> 

There seems to be much greater differences, of opinion ' between positive 

• '' « > 

and negative parents on matters relating to family inconvenience^ e.g., vacations 

than on matters pertaining to educational programs. This teAdeh'cy is frot ' * 

dramatic 'but it is clear. It would seem, therefore, that it mayrbe that one 
/ \ • ' 

£f the more' crucial, areas of policy concern would be with areas normally 
considered tangential* to schooling, e.g., how does one deal w'ithvtite 
"inconvenience 11 factor ot. perceptions thereof? / -""T" ' 

'» '•" r . 

PARENT AGREEMENT WITH pFFICIAL STATEMENTS 

. . ■ • • --J:^. ... ' . 



extent to 



A, number of questions and statements were desf gtte<Kto/det ermine 'th^e 

which parents shared the views set forth in various^ufclio *refea ses 

* < \ y \ \ ■ 

from the school system. Many of these statements were direct, quotes troni^ 
public releases while all were very close paraphrases. Taken in con^unctipn 
with the data presented in the April report it seems clear that parents- - ■* ** 

r •• ' *'p 

generally accept the statements of the school board as accurate and as N CfO * 
having credibility. E^en those parents who are negative ^toward the program V"*** J 
generally take school of ficials M a t the^tr word." This is -a laudatory ' \V 

situation and one that provides an excellent backdrop against which to try\ 
new programs. * ; 

The statement presented in ^able 18 was an effort to determine the extent 
to whiclj parents were awate of school board efforts to $ain expressions of 

f * . 

28 



SCHOOL 



ATTITUDE 





Strongly 
Agree 


9 

r-l 01 . 

*o o* 

£ ft 

S < 


Undecided 


Mildly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


' (1) Broakwofcd 


25.5 


* 

24.5 


20.2 


12.8 


17.0 


(2) Lynnhaven 


-21.3 


27.0 


27.0 


12.4 


12.4 


(3) Holland * V 

- u ' 


20.9 


21.1 


22.2 


10.9 

t 


24.9 


- :■<,■ 

(4) Plaza . 


•21,2 


23.5 


16.8 


16.4 




(5) Windsor Woods 


2li9 




~fT.5 


10.5 


26.3 


(6) Windsor Oaks 


21.0 


26.4 


.16,?' 


13.1 


22.8 


All Pilot Schools 
(3,4,5, & 6) 


21.2 


23.6 


18.5 


k 12.6 


24.0 


J 

\ Positive 


32.2 


26.1 


20. 1 


9.0. j 


: 12.6 


Negative^ 


14.2 


18 .8 


15.5 


12.1 


'39.* 3 


Unde.cided 


— r 

17.9 


25.8 


19.8 


16.3 


20.1 



TABLE 18 Statement to which response was given:-' 
J > "Parents did have an* opportunity to voice their opinion 
t>n trying 'the 45-15 pilot program." 

Data presented by per. cent responding in each category. 

« r < 



29 



27 



. ( 1 ' 

opinions before launching into the program. Clearly i plurality of the 

pilot school parents felt they had an opportunity to express their opinions 
and if one excludes the negative parents the majority of parents felt they 
^ had such an opportunity-. Furthermore there is reason to believe that the 
negative parents' responses are more directed toward the fact that their 
• particular advice was not taken rather than the fact that they were not 
heard. For example 75 free responses on the questionnaires contained a 
message that could be summarized as "Yes we'had the chance to say what we 
thought but we still have the program." In addition, 21.1 per cent of the ' 
negative parents reported having participated in the publichearings on. 
alternatives' for housing school populations (See Table 23) as opposed to 
only 14.3 per cent of the positive parents. <■ 
The data presented irft Table 19 would seem to support the inference that 

parentis are generally convinced the school system will stick to the committment 

\ 

to carefully evaluate the program and live by whatever conclusions seem 

' 1 \ 

warranted. While this is to be hoped for and expected, in this day of ' 

. ^credibility gaps t; it is reassuring to find such an expression of confidence. 

c 

Frequently when schools are singled out for' some new program parents react 
iri a way tha't suggests that they feel they are being f, picked on". Once 
>again it is to the credit of both the school system and "the parents that 
■such an attitude does not prevail at Virginia Beach. While the data " 
' ' presented in. Tables 20 through 22 do not "prove" jjthis Joint they do lend 
strong support to the assertion, yrrj ^ 

GENERAL INDICATORS ' 



/ 



.. , The dfita. presented in Tables 24 r J:hrough 30 are presented basicali 

( » _ 

t 

as an indication of existing practices and sentiment among parents. 



ERIC 



30 



28 



SCHOOL 



ATTITUDE 



• 


Strongly 
Agree 


Mildly 
Agree 


Undecided 


Mildly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


(1) Brookwood 


21.3 


13.8 


31.9 


12.8 


20.2 


i 

'(2) Lynnhaven 


13.3 


17.8 


38.9 


11.1 


18.9 


(3) Holland 


20.0 


13.0 


27.1 


16.6 


23.3 


(4) Plaza 


18.3 


12.6 


28.8 


16.4 


24 A 


(5) Windsor Woods 


16.3 


11.7 


33.3 

f 


17.2 


21.6 


(6) Windsor Oaks ■ 


14.9 


14.5 


26.7 


17.3 


26.7 


AU Pilot Schools 
(3,4,5, & 6) 


17.4 


13.0 


28.8 


, 16.9 


23.9 


Positive 


8.8 


' 9.6 


22.8 


23.8 


• 35.0 


Negative . ^ 


■33.4 


15.7 


'27.9 


8 .'7 


14.3. 


Undecided. 


10.3 


13.4' 


34 '.8 


18.4- 


23.0 



TABLE 19 Statement to which response was given: 
"The pilot 45-15 program will probably be continued, 
even if the evaluations of the program are negative." 



Data presented by per cei>t responding in^each category 
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SCHOOL 



ATTITUDE 





CO 

c <y 

O 0) 

u u 

U 00 


Mildly 
Agree 


Undecided . 


Mildly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


(1) Brookwood 


•32.3 


25.8 


32.3 


1.1 


8.6 


i 

(2) Lynnhaven 0 


20.7 


30.4 


37.0 


5.4 


6.5 


(3) Holland 


43.1 


23. St 


24.2 


i 

1.8 


7.0 


(4) Plaza 


31.0 


27.6 


19.1 


4.4 


17.9 


(5) Windsor Woods % 


40.2 


23.4 


•21.4 


3.9 


11.0 


(6) Windsor Oaks 


48.7 ', 


28,8 


12.9 


1 

" 2.8 


6.8 


All Pilot Schools 
(3,4,5, & 6> 


41.2 


25.9 


19.5 


3.1 


10.3 


Positive 


56. 6 


23.0 


14.6 


1.3 


2.5 


Negative 


27.1 


25.4 


21.7 


3.5 


22.4 


o Undecided 


38.8 


28.9 


21.8 


4.4 
t 


6.1 



TABLE 20 Statement! to which response was. given:- 
"The, reasons WiridsW Oaks, Windsor Woods, Holland and' 
Plaza elementary schools were selected aa pilot schools 
were basically related t^o enrollment and geographic 
considerations/' * * > u v 

>^Data presented by per cent responding in each category. 

32 
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SCHOOL 



,3k 

■ > 



ATTITUDE 





Strongly 
Agree 


Mildly 
Agree 


Undecided 


Mildly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


(1) Brookwood 


26.6 


10.6 


25,5 


17.0 


20.2 


(?) Lynnhaven 


14.1 


29.3 


27.2 


12.0 


17.4 


(3) Holland 


19.7 


20.9 


15.2 


18.8 


25.5 


(4) Plaza 


18.5 


19.9 


17.4 


19.0 


25.2 


(5) Windsor Woods 


24.6 


18.9 


17.9 


■16.8' 


21.8 


(6) Kind.so^Oaks 


22.6 


19.6 


12.9 


19.8 


25.1 


All Pilot School/ 1 
(3,4,5, & 6) 


21.3 


19.9 


15.7 


18.6 


24.5 


-Positive 


30.3 


22.7 


10.6 


18.7 


17.7 


Negative 


19.7 


14.3 


13.6" 


15.8 


36.6 

* 


Undecided • 


14.9 


22.6 


22.2 


21.1 


19.2 



TABLE 21 — Statement to which response was given: 
"The 45-15 program is not an educational experiment 
because the only thing it affects is the time of J 
attendance. 11 .< , 

Data presented by per cent responding in each category. 



ERLC 



33 



V 



31 



SCHOOL 



ATTITUDE 





Strongly 
Agree 


Mildly 
Agree. 


/ 

/ 

01 

•a 

U 

<u 
t> 
c • 
o 


Mildly 
Disagree 


>s 01 

bO U 

c oo 
o (d 

u <0 
OT (J 


(1) Brookwood 


56.4 


18.1 


18.1- 


3.2 


4 3 


(2) Lynnhaven 


64.1 


19.6 


12.0 


3.3- 


1.1 


i 

(3) Holland 


64.4 


23.1 


7.5 


1.8 


3.2 


(4) Plaza 


62.4 


22.1 


.10.0 


2.1 


3.4 


(5) Windsor Woods ' 


62.9 


23.8 


8.9 


1.6 


2.7 


(6) Windsor Oaks 


70.2 


i 

19.0 


5.8 


2.0 


3.0 


All Pilot Schools ' 
(3,4,5, & 6) 


65.1 


22.0 


8.0 


1.9 


3.1 


Positive 


79.2 


16.0 


3.0 


1.0 


.8 


, Negative 


-51.7 


26.0 


13.2 


, 2.8 


6.3 


Undecided 


65.0 


23.5 


7.5 
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TABLE 22 — Statement to which response was given: 
"The basic reason for the 45-15 pilot program is to 
provide classroom space to house the student population 

Data presented by per cent responding in each category. 
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SCHOOL 



ATTITUDE 





y 
E 
S 


N ' 

6 


(1) Brookwood 


19.8 


30.2' 


(2) Lynnhaven _ 


11.8 


88.2 


(3) Holland 


17.2 


82^ 


(4) Plaza j 


19.8- 


80.2 


(5) Windsor Woods 


10.0 


90.0 


(6) Windsor Oaks^ 


15.5 


84.5 


All Pilot Schools 
(3, 4, 5, & 6J 


15.7 


84.2. 


Positive 


14.3 


85.7 


Negative 


21.1 


78.9 


Undecided 


12.1 


87.9 



\ 



TABLE 23 Question to which response 
,was given: "Did you or your spouse 
participate in public hearings on 
alternatives for housing the school 
popula tion?" 

Data presented by per cent responding 
in each categdGry. 



32 



9 

ERLC 



35 



33 



SCHOOL 



ATTITUDE 



* 


Y 

« E 
S 


t> 

- N 
0 


-J 
D 

I 


(1) Brookwood - 


6.2 


83.5 


1Q >: 3 


(2) Lynnhaven 


7.i 


74.2 


18,3 


(3) Holland 


; 92.2 


4.1 


3.7 


(4) Plaza 


'94.8 


2.9 


.2,2 


(5) Windsor jWood s 


' 91.6 


4.8 


3.6 


(6) Windsor Oaks 


95.8 


2\4 


1.8 


All Pilot' Schools 
(3>4,5> & 6). 


-93.6 




- 2.9 


* Positive 


' 93.9 


3.3 


> 

) 2-? 


Negative. \ 


. y 
94.1 


3:6 


2.3 


Undecided 

*> 


92.8 


3.7 


■ '3.4 



t ■ 



TABLE 24 ~ Question to ttftich response 
was given: ,f Will arty of 3 your children 
be involved in the 45-15 pilot program 
next year:? 11 

Data presented 5 by per ce$t responding ' 
in each category* 



ERLC 



36 



34 



/ 



SCHOOL 



ATTITUDE 





Y 

E 

S 


1 

N 
0 


.8 

D 

j 


(1) Brookwood 


89.7 


2.1 


8.2 


(2) Lynnhaven 


86.0 


3.2 


10.8 


(3) Holland 


85.5 


4.4 


-10.1 


(4) Plaza ■ 


87.2 


3.4 


9.4 


(5) Windsor Woods 


, 4*8.4 


3.2 


8.4 


(6) Windsor Oaks 


90.9 


2.2 


7.0 


All Pilot Schools 
(3,4,5, & 6) 


87.9 


3.3 


8.8 


• Positive. 


91.3 


3.8 


4.9 


• 

Negative , 


83.2 


4.2 


12.C 


Undecided 


89.3 


V 2.1 


8.6 



TABLE 25 — Question to which response was 
given: fl Do ytm plan to live in Virginia 
Beach next Year?" 

Data presented by per cent responding 
in each 1 category. 



ERLC 
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SCHOOL • 



ATTITUDE 



- 


Y 
E 
S 


N 
0 


(1) Br/ookvood 


34.0 


66.0 


\ 

£2) Lynnhaven- 


31.2 


68.9 


(3) Holland - 


36.2 


63.9 


(4) Plaza 


34.0 


66.0 


(5) Windsor Woods 


37.3 


62.7 


(6) Windsor Oaks' 


35.3 


64.7 


All Pilot Schools 
' X3, 4,^5, & 6) - " 


35.7 


64.3 


Positive 


39.8 


60.2 


•Negative • 


35.0 


•65.0 


Undecided 


32.8 


67.2 



TABLE 26 Question to which response 
was given: "The schools sponsored coffees 
to discuss the 45-15 "program. "-Did you or^ 
your spouse attend any of' these school 
sponsored coffees? 11 

Data presented by per' cent responding 
in each category. t 
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SCHOOL 



ATTITUDE 





Y 
E 

. S 


.N 
0 


ft 

(1) Brookwood 


49.5 


50.5 


(2) Lynnhaven 


46.7 


53.3 


(3) ' Holland - 


44.5 


55.4 


(4) Plaza 


44:6 


55.4 


(5) Windsor ^Woods' 

: i : 


42.3 


57.7 


(6) Windsor Oaks 


31.7 


* 

68.3 


All Pilot Schools 
(3, 4, 5, & 6) 


40.8 
t 


59.3 


Positive • 


40.1 


59.-9 


Negative 


41.2. 


58.8 


Undecided 


40.9 


59.1 



IABLE 27 Question to which response 
was given: f ^ u Do yoir routinely attend 
PTA meetings?" 



Data presented by per cent responding 
in each category. 



SCHOOL 

i 



ATTITUDE 



v — 

* 


Strongly t 
Agree ^ A 


— ■ — : — & — 
Mildly • 

Agree 


Undecided 


Mildly 
Disagree . 


>^ a» 

c OO 
O (0 

u u> 

w o . 


(1) Brookwood 


33.7 


22.1 

• 


18.9 


5.3 


20.0 


(2) Lynnhaven , 


32.6 


21.7 


19.6 


6.5 


-T9.6 


(3) • Holland 


48.7 


19.3 


18.1 


3.8 


10.1 


(4) Plaza » 


50,0 


17.3 


15.9 


2.5 


14.3 


(5) Windsor Woods 


51.^3 


19.5 


17>2 


2.1 


10.1 


• 

(6) Windsor Oaks 


.49:4- 


20.6 


16.6 


3.0 


10:3 


All Pilot Schools 

(3,4;s, & §y 


49.'8 


•19.2 


17. o' 


2.9 


11.1, 


Positiye 


^8.5 


15.0 


476 
1- 


1.0 


* .8 


Negative 


22.7 


16.3 


V 

t 

»2277 

, — J*. 


7.5 


30.8 ' 


i 

Undecided 


49.1 


25.6 


22.7 


.4 


, 2 - 2 



TABLE 28 Statements to which response was given:. 
"If the 45-15 program is successful it should be 
expanded to other elementary schools." " ^ 

Data presented by per cent responding i>n each category [ 



40 



- 38 



> 



SCHOOL 



ATTITUDE 



f 

* 


Strongly 
Agree 


Mildly 
Agree 


Undecided 


Mildly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


y 

(1) Brookwood • 


27.4 


16.8 


17.9 


5.3 


32.6 


(2) Lynnhaven 1 


29.3 


21.7 


20.? 


8.7 


19.6 


(3) Holland , < * ' 


38.3 


13.5 


20.0, 


6.5 


21.8 


<4) Plaza 


32.9 


15.9 


17.9 


4.8 


28 .'5 


(5) Windsor Woods 


34.1 


15^2 


<21.7 


4.6 


24.4 


(6)r~lTindsor Oaks 


37.2 


T6.0 


if. 8 


7.1 


22.0 


All Pilot Schools . 
(3,4,5,-4 6) • . 


35.8' 


15.1 


19.3 


■ 5.8l 


24.0, 


Positive ;■ ^ . 


c61.,6 


14.0 


11.0 


4.5 


9.0 


Negative - 


14 .-4 


10.8 


19.8 


5.9 


49.0 


Undecided 


,32.9 


19.9 


2'6.1 


. 7.6- 


14.1 



'TABLE 29 t- Statement 0 to which response was given: 
%M If 'the 45-15 program proves effective it-shouH be 
expanded -to c junior and senior high schools." 

" Data presented 'by per ceat 'responding in-each 'Category. 
• \* - 



ERLC % * 



41 



39 



ERLC 



SCHOOL 



ATTITUDE 



* ♦ 

\ 




Strongly 
Agree 


Mildly 
Agree 


i 

Undecided 


Mildly 
Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


(1) Brookwood 




52.6 


I4.7j 


12.6 


9.5, 


10.5 

I. 


• (2) Lynnhaveh 






/ 

21.7 


13.0 


. 9 ' 8 


8.7 


(3) Holland 




39.1 


12.5 


14.9 


15.1 


18.5 


(4) Plaza 


45.9 


12.8 




*12.8- 


17.1 


. j 

(5) Windsor Woods 


-39.0 


<* 

11.9 


15.8 


15,1 


18.1 


- \ 

(6) Windsor Oaks 


34.3 


15.5 


14.1 


15.5 


-20.7 


All Pilot Spools 
(3,4,5, & 6>i ' ' 


39.4 


13.2 


, 14.1 


'l4.7 


18.7. 


" ! — ~r: — : 

' ^Po^tiveV; 


15.5 


10.6 


12.5 


23.6 


37.8 


v v " 

Negative \ v 

\'\: 


>.72.3 

\ 


•9.1 


8.8 


4.1 




Undecided V\ y \\ 
1 : : f vy&W ■ 1 




19.3 


20". 3 


16.6 


13.8 



TABLE 30 *- Stat©^eit V vto N which, response was giVen? 
"Parents should ¥^ l ^V4nitte1d^£9\decide whether or < 
no^their children par ticiWte in the 45-15 program, 

Data presented by pe?«^ajtt* responding in each category. 

. v\\ v. 




\'4& : Mi'; 



Little meaning or significance cdn be attached. to these data at this point; 
but ^dramatic changes in these indicators over . the next year would provide 
sorfe,bpsis for judgments about- programmatic- effects . 

OBSERVATIONS » 

v ^ 

° S . 9 

^ Clearly it would be unwise to niake sweeping statements about parental 
concerns and* involvement but the investigators cannot resist observing 
that the dri'f t and thrust of all of these indicators is that the parents/ 
IA the pilot schools are actively concerned about their ;schools and 
positively committed to supporting school programs. 
Two concluding observations seem in order:. 
(1) Parents seem to be willing to give the 45-15 program a chance. Although 
there is no overwhelming positive sentiment toward the program, neither 
- are the parents overwhelming negative. For the most part it would 
appear that the wait and see attitude is due to an honest respect for 

existing school policy and a generalized feeling that school policy, 

t ' • i; , - , ♦ 

is both creditable and aimed toward achieving worthwhile goals. 



(2) The data now collected is sufficiently complete, and descrete to make , 

v solid evaluations of the impact of year-round school on parent attitudes 
at ieast in Virginia Beach Pilot Schools possible. Thus the ba-slp" 
research intent of the initial data collection has been realized. 



APPENDIX A 

Instructions Concerning Administration of 
• 45-15 Parent Attitude Questionnaire *\ 

All principals in the gilot schools a*id the control schools are* provided 
with questionnaires, envelopes, and paper clips. The quantity of each 
is sufficient to assure each 'family involved in the study will have 
access, to^a questionnaire. 

On Tuesday, February 27,^973, each family should receive a questionnaire 
and a return envelope,. In order to assure that this happens, the \ "I* 
following procedure should be followed: (These procedures apply only 
to the pilot schools not the cjontrbl schools.) ' / 0 v '. * 

a. One child per family should be designated to take the questionnaire 
home^ a r hd return it, to the schbol. Principals should use' their 
routine d«^r4%ution systenf, but it is imperative that each family 
receive one and onJy' one questionnaire-. 



The teacher who gives the questionnaire fco the designated dhild 
should be assigned the Responsibility pf recording the returfr-d 
the questionnaire and thereby being in a position to designate 
the families that did not respond/ 

•c. Tfte teacher who gives the questionnaire to the designated child* ' 
should- attach one of the return envelopes tp the questionnaire with 
the paper clip provided. 

On Friday, March ^7T97^, principals should collect all returned 
questionnaires and' place them in a container clearly marked, in a fashion 
that designates bqth the date (March 2, 1973) and the school e.g., 
Plaza or Windsor Oaks.^ . j 

On Friday, March 2, 1973, the principals should also get from the 
teachers a list of the names of the pkrents who have not returned the 
questionnaire. It is hoped this number will be sufficiently small 50 
that the principal will be' able to contact these parents and request 
that^they return the questionnaire. Extra questionnaires and envelopes 
have been provided in 1, case the reason for non-return is loss of the 
questionnaire of envelope. * • ^ 

All questionnaires turned in between March 3 and March 9 should' be 
kept separate from those turned in prior tdMa^ch'2. -The reason for 
this is that if the principal contacts the parents to request a 
.response, this action may Influence the parent's response. We want 
to be able to compare 'the early returns to the late returns In order 
to guard against possible contamination. 
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6. Friday, March 9, 1973, will be the, final cut off date for return of 
questionnaires. Any questionnaires coming' in after that time will 
not be used, although we would like to have them returned to us. 

We also would like to request that the principal provide us with a; 
complete list of the names of all non-respondent parents, ^f ^he 1 
non-respondents constitute a large category, we may interview a ' / 
number of these individuals to check for sample bias, 

7. The principals in the comparison schools should follow the same 
procedures outlined above with the exception that they will distribute 
the questionnaire to only 100 "families within each school. These 
.families have been designated on a random basis, and 4t is imperative 
that^We get a response from each family designated. 

8. Finally, we would like to' request that school officials refrain from 
opening envelopes or attempting to .assess responses,- We have 
guaranteed each parent anonimity 'and request your cooperation in 
helping us maintain our commitment. 

I would personally like to thank you for your help. Without your 
cooperation this study would be nearly impossible and the result 
would certainly not be as reliable.- ' 
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